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Ihe  purpose  of  this  experiment  vas  to  determine  the  relative 
eff'^ctlveness  of  three  procedures  for  screening  sources  for  sub¬ 
sequent  interrogation.  Ihe  procedures  examined  were:  screening 
sources  individually,  in  4-bmui  groups,  and  In  12-aan  groups.  Hie 
crlteila  for  effectiveness  were  (4)  the  accuracy  of  the  decisions 
that  sources  warranted  subsequent  Interrogation,  and  QBj  the  time 
required  for  screening  a  given  number  of  sources., 

Ihe  screeners  were  four  trained  lnterrogataQ6 .  Ihe  sources 
were  286  enlisted  men  from  the  Combat  Develo^jsients  Experimentation 
Center  (CUBC).  Hie  screeners*  Job  waB^;KJaeternane  whether  sources 
did  or  did  not  have  infomailaer^out  weapons  and  tactics  studied 
by  CDBCj^^Jlfce "Source 8  were  cooperative. 

was  concluded  that  screening  Is  most  efficient  when  sources 
are  dealt  with  in  groups  of  four.v  Hils  conclusion  was  based  on  a 
time  advantage  for  the  If-  and  12-BmasprocedureB,  equivalence  of  the 
three  procedures  for  accuracy,  and  the  interrogators'  stated  prefer¬ 
ence  for  screening  4-nian  groups  over  12 -man  groups.  It  is  restricted 
to  tbe  case  where  the  interrogator  is  dealing  with  cooperative,  en¬ 
listed  ruurces,  and  has  an  Rgr  (Essentlc^.  Elements  of  Information) 
apprortmatlng  the  degree  of  specificity  of  that  of  this  study. 

Finally,  although  siibstantleil  variation  existed,  the  accuracy  of 
the  Interrogatars*  screening  appeared  satisfactory. 


A 


PRffACE 


Task  quiz  began  on  I  July  1961  In  response  to  a  request  from  ACSI 

for  an  investigation  into  the  problems  of  collecting  information  via 

tactical  interrogaticai.  The  Task  is  Jointly  sponsored  by  COHARC  and 

ACSI.  Initial  exploratcsry  work  was  reported  In  a  Task  QUIZ  Research 
1 

Memorandum/  dated  May  I962.  Hils  Mestorandum  concluded  with  recoo- 
mendatlons  for  a  research  program  focusing  on  techniques  for  Improving 
the  amount  and  accxiracy  of  information  obtained  from  tactical  inter¬ 
rogation.  A  subsequent  experiment  based  on  this  reer  'vlatlon  was 

2 

reported  in  a  Research  Memorandum  dated  Itebruary  1963. 

The  present  report  describes  an  experiment  conducted  on  the 
problem  of  screening  sources  for  Interrogation,  an  experiment  receiving 
its  Impetus  from  recommendations  of  personnel  at  the  Intelligence  Center, 
Fort  Holablrd,  Maryland. 


1 

Blalek,  H.  M. ,  Walker,  J.  H.,  and  Bood,  Joanne  J.  Exploratory  efforts 
concerned  with  a  study  of  the  interrogation  procesa:  survey  actlvltieB, 
conceptualization  and  pilot  stuidles.  BumRBO  research  Mamcrandum, 

Itey  19^"  (Classified). 
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Introduction 

It>e  Bllitary  problem  of  QUIZ  Is  to  add  both  to  the  practical 

knowledge  of  techniques  of  Interrogation  and  exploitation  of  the 

IndlTldual  and  to  the  means  of  countering  these  techniques,  (kie 

approach  to  this  problem  was  examined  In  a  Ihak  Ccmceptuallzatlon 
1 

Paper  by  means  of  a  schema  depicting  the  Interrogation  process  as 
having  three  stages;  screening,  manipulation,  and  information  extraction. 
Itoe  function  of  the  screening  stage  Is  to  differentiate  sources  who 
have  desired  Information  frcm  those  who  do  not.  Hie  manipulation  stage 
refers  to  the  treatment  of  reslsteuit  sources  Judged  to  have  Informa¬ 
tion,  in  order  to  render  them  amenable  to  Information  extraction.  Hie 
Information  extraction  stage  refers  simply  to  the  obtaining  of  Infor¬ 
mation  from  sources  Judged  to  have  information  who  are  also  amenable 
to  questioning.  Hie  first  QUIZ  experiment  was  concerned  with  the 
manipulation  and  Information  extractlCMi  stages  of  the  interrogation 
process.  Hie  research  to  be  reported  here  deals  with  the  screening 
stage;  the  differentiation  of  sources  who  have  valuable  Information 
from  those  who  do  not.  Hie  Impetus  for  this  experiment  arose  from 
Interest  expressed  In  the  problem  by  personnel  at  the  Intelligence 
Center,  Fort  Hblablrd,  Maryland. 

Hie  objective  of  this  experiment  was  to  determine  the  effects  on 
Interrogator  screening  effectiveness  of  differences  in  the  number  of 

I 

■Paak  Conceptualization  I^per,  Task  QUIZ,  Wovenber  1962. 
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BOurcee  tcreened  slraulteineously .  Screenl.ig  effect IvenesB  was  con¬ 
sidered  as  a  function  of  both  accuracy  of  an  Interrogator's  decision 
(as  to  a  soxiTce's  poBsession  of  knowledge),  and  the  time  an  Inter¬ 
rogator  spent  In  screening  before  coming  to  a  decision.  Ibree  values 
of  the  number  of  sources  screened  staultaneously  were  examined;  groups 
of  12  men,  groups  of  4  men,  and  liidivlduals  alone. 

Ibe  general  question  which  was  Invistlgated  was  whether  screening 
effectiveness  was  Increased  by  an  Interrogator's  seeing  more  than  one 
source  at  a  time.  A  basic  assumption  was  that  the  handling  of  sources 
in  groups  should  enhance  effectiveness,  but  only  xip  to  a  point.  Time 
spent  per  source  was  expected  to  decrease  as  a  function  of  group  size, 
but  only  to  that  point  where  sheer  size  of  the  group  prohibited  effi¬ 
cient  treatment  of  Its  members.  It  was  conjectured  that  such  a  point 
might  be  approached  as  the  number  of  members  approached  12.  Accuracy 
at  decision  was  expected  to  incirease  as  a  function  of  group  size  as 
long  as  the  additional  Information  elicited  accruing  with  each  source 
coxild  be  assimilated  by  the  screener.  It  was  expected  that  this  condi¬ 
tion  might  obtain  with  groups  up  to  an  N  of  4.  Accuracy  would  then  be 
expected  to  decrease,  as  the  additional  Information  obtained  not  only 
could  not  be  used,  but  actxially  woxild  Interfere  with  and  be  detrimental 
to  the  effective  use  of  Information  already  acquired.  In  short,  for 
the  conditions  of  this  experiment,  we  predicted  that: 

1.  Time,  per  source,  would  be  less 

a.  for  12-man  groups  than  for  4 -man  groups; 

b.  for  4 -men  groups  than  for  Individuals. 
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2.  Aeetarscy  of  decision  lu  ree&rd  to  each  source  wcuJd  he  greater 

a.  fcr  4 -man  groups  than  for  Individuals; 

b.  for  IndlTlduals  than  for  i2HBaD  groups. 

Ihe  lB(pllcatloiis  of  findings  for  screening  are  readily  apparent:  if 
accuracy  Is  eqpal  between  any  two  conditions  then  any  significant 
difference  In  time  obviously  favors  the  condition  requiring  the  shorter 
tine,  or,  slmllai V,  vhere  t^oe  is  the  same  for  two  conditions,  that 
condition  in  which  greater  accuracy  prevails  Is  the  more  effective  one. 
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General 

Thia  experiment  was  set  up  so  that  four  trained  Interrogators 
screened  a  toted,  of  288  sources  In  four  days.  The  Interrogators' 
mission  was  to  decide  which  sources  warranted  more  extensive  Inter¬ 
rogation  beyond  the  screening  level.  This  decision  was  to  be  based 
on  the  sources'  having  or  not  having  Information  about  weapons  and 
tactics  studied  by  ODBC.  Half  of  the  nsen  they  screened  were  to  have 
had  such  Infonnatlon,  half  were  not.  The  interrogators,  who  were  told 
that  the  sources  wo\ild  be  cooperative,  were  free  to  use  whatever  tech¬ 
niques  they  cared  to  employ;  and  the  sources,  who  were  told  almply  that 
they  were  to  be  Interviewed,  were  enjoined  to  answer  the  Interrogators 
honestly  and  to  the  best  of  their  ability. 

Specific 

A.  Classification  Criterion 

It  had  originally  been  Intended  to  base  the  clasalficatlon  of 
a  source's  ha\ing  or  not  having  sufficient.  Information  about  weapons 
and  tactics  to  be  worthy  of  Interrogation  solely  on  his  line  or  support 
Job  assignment.  IMS  scheme  aseviaed  that  certain  assignments  (line) 
exposed  their  holders  to  such  Information,  whereas  other  asBlgnments 
(support)  afforded  their  holders  slight  opportunity  to  acquire  such 
Infonnatlon.  (How  assignments  were  classified  Is  listed  in  Appendix  1.) 
Certain  administrative  considerations,  however,  quickly  made  it  apparent 


that  this  classlflcetion  was  inadequate.  For  exanqple,  sooe  line 
BOurcea  bad  been  aseisned  to  CHBC  Just  prior  to  the  experiment,  and 
hence  were  unlliely  to  have  Information  In  sufficient  depth  to  Justify 
their  inclusion  In  an  "information"  group.  Similarly,  sources  who  had 
held  support  assignments  In  ODBC  but  had  recently  been  switched  to  line 
assignments  likely  did  not  have  time  to  acquire  Information  In  such  depth. 
Because  of  such  considerations,  the  classification  criterion  scheme  was 
amended.  In  the  "information"  category  were  placed  those  sources  who 
held  a  line  assignment  with  CDEC  during  at  least  one  CDEC  field 
experiment.  In  the  "no  Information"  category  were  placed  those  sources 
who  either  had  never  participated  In  any  field  experiment,  or  who.  If 
they  had,  had  held  a  support  assignment  at  the  time. 

Ihe  amended  classification  criterion  received  considerable  support 
from  the  sources'  self-ratings  of  their  knowledge  about  weapons  and  tactics. 
They  had  been  asked  to  Indicate  on  two  different  5 -point  scales  how  much 
they  felt  they  knew  about  weapons  and  tactics  studied  by  CDEC.  In  both 
cases,  the  "Information"  sources  rated  themselves  as  having  significantly 
more  Information  than  did  the  "no  infoznnatlon"  sources.  (See  Appendix  2 
for  rating  scales  and  distributions  of  ratings.) 

Ibis  classification  criterion  did  not  take  account  of  the  possi¬ 
bility  that  support  personnel  or  relative  newcomer s  might  Incidentally 
(e.g.,  by  talking  with  friends)  have  acquired  Information  such  as  to 
be  Justifiably  categorized  as  having  Ixiforuatlon.  Nor  did  it  take 
account  of  the  possibility  that  line  personnel  In  a  ODBC  experiment 
might  be  placed  in  a  Job  or  area  where  they  would  not  have  access 


5 


to  critical  information.  Therefore,  in  all  cases  where  an  Interrogator's 
decisions  disagreed  with  the  classification  criterion,  tape  recordings 
of  the  screenings  were  examined  to  determine  whether  a  supposed  "informa¬ 
tion"  source  clearly  denied  all  knowledge  or  whether  a  supposed  "no  infor¬ 
mation"  source  supplied  information  clearly  indicative  of  possession  of 
critical  knowledge.  In  these  cases,  the  Interrogator's  score  was  appro¬ 
priately  adjusted.  Of  93  "errors"  examined,  26  were  changed  to  correct 
categorizations . 

B.  Hie  Interrogators 

Four  trained  interrogators  functioned  as  the  screeners:  one 
captain,  one  first  lieutenant,  and  two  enlisted  men.  In  order  to  obviate 
the  possibility  of  differences  occurring  as  a  functiot.  of  rank,  all  four 
men  wore  captain's  insignia.  Three  were  trained  interrogators  from  a 
Military  Intelligence  Battalion  at  Fort  Hood,  Texas,  and  the  fourth  was 
an  Interrogator,  Prisoner -of -War  (IIW)  instructor  from  Fort  Holabird, 
Maryland.  They  varied  in  age  from  25  to  52  years;  their  time  in  service 
varied  from  approximately  3  to  19  years;  and  their  experience  as  inter¬ 
rogators,  beyond  school,  varied  from  no  Interrogations  to  hundreds  of 
Interrogations . 

C.  The  Sources 

The  sources  were  288  enlisted  men  from  the  Combat  Developments 
Experimentation  Center  at  Fort  Ord,  California.  At  the  time  of  this 
experiment,  half  of  them  had  line  assignments  (automatic  riflemen,  squad 
leaders,  combat  construction  specialists,  etc.),  and  the  other  half 
support  assignments  (clerks,  chaplain's  assistant,  cooks,  etc.). 
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D.  Experimental  Des 

V 

Each  interrogator  screened  a  total  of  72  sources  with  the 
requirement  that  he  cleusslfy  each  source  as  to  whether  or  nob  he  would 
send  him  on  for  interrogation.  The  Independent  variable  of  primary 
Interest  was  the  number  of  sources  screened  simultaneously.  This  vari¬ 
able  assumed  three  values:  Individuals,  U-man  groups,  and  12-man  groups. 
Each  Interrogator  screened  24  sources  under  each  of  these  conditions. 

The  second  independent  variable  was  the  order  of  screening  condi¬ 
tions  for  the  interrogators.  There  were  two  orders,  with  an  approxi¬ 
mate  balancing  of  conditions  between  them.  One  officer  and  one  enlisted 
Interrogator  were  remdomly  assigned  to  each  order  to  prevent.  In  spite 
of  all  Interrogators  wearing  the  seme  insignia,  the  possibility  of  con¬ 
founding  rank  with  order. 

TSie  design  called  for  half  of  an  Interrogator’s  sources  under  each 
condition  each  day  to  have  line  assignments,  and  for  half  to  have 
support  assignments;  that  Is,  half  of  the  men  to  have  Information,  half 
of  them  not  to.  This  line-support  ratio  was  maintained  throughout  the 
experiment;  however,  the  ratio,  in  fact,  of  "information’’'  sources  to 
"no  Information"  sources  (on  the  basis  of  corrections  noted  In  the 
classification  criterion  section  earlier)  more  closely  approached  a 
ratio  of  one  to  three.  Since  this  ratio  was  not  completely  controlled, 
it  was  necessary  to  determine  whether  or  not  it  varied  significantly 
between  experimental  conditions.  Appendix  3  presents  the  number  of 
sources  experimentally  classified  as  having  information  under  each  of 
the  experlmoucal  conditions,  and  the  Analysis  of  Variance  summary 
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table.  Significance  was  attained  with  the  Technique  by  Order  interaction, 
only  (P=15.88,  Fc.05).  Since  corresponding  results  were  not  obtained  In 
any  of  the  other  analyses.  It  was  concluded  that  differences  in  the 
"Informatlon-no  information "  ratio  did  not  affect  them. 

Although  the  interrogators  were  instructed  (see  Appendix  U)  that  in 
the  handling  of  groups  they  were  free  to  proceed  as  they  wished,  one 
exception  was  that  they  not  screen  their  sources  sequentially,  i.e  , 
group  screenings  were  not  to  be  a  series  of  individual  screenings  with 
an  audience.  Because  of  obvious  difficulties  in  the  establlstiment  of 
an  objective  criterion  (e.g.,  how  many  consecutive  questions  tidressed 
to  one  individual  constitute  individual  screening?),  the  reason  for  the 
instruction  was  expleiined  to  the  interrogators,  and  they  were  asked  to 
do  their  best  to  observe  its  spirit.  In  practice,  this  was  frequently 
quite  difficult  for  them  to  do.  None  of  them  had  ever  screened  groups 
before,  and  their  discomfort  became  apparent  as  the  screenings  were 
monitored.  They  were  glv-ja  an  additional  explanation  and  reminder  on 
the  second  day  of  the  experiment.  Althoigh  they  were  still  less  than 
completely  successful  in  avoiding  sequential  interviewing,  the  matter 
was  dropped  because  of  their  apparent  inability  to  do  otherwise 

E.  Dependent  Variables 

Screening  effectiveness  w.*ie  assessed  both  by  accuracy  of 
interrogator  decision  and  by  time  consumed  in  screening. 

1.  Accuracy.  The  accuracy  score  consisted  simply  of  the 
n\anber  of  times  an  interrogator's  classification  agreed  with  the  ad¬ 
justed  classification  criterion. 
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2.  Tl«e.  'nie  screenlogs  were  tljged  so  that  a  total  time  score 


uaa  obtaiaed  which  Indicated  how  long  an  interrogator  spent  screening 
under  each  of  the  three  conditions. 

T.  Adalnlstratlve  R-ocedure 

Bie  experiment  ran  for  four  days.  Over  this  time,  each  Inter¬ 
rogator  screened  24  sources  under  each  of  the  three  conditions  (12-nan 
groups,  4-nan  groups,  and  Indivldxials) .  On  each  day,  each  Interrogator 
screened  l8  sources,  half  of  whom  were  line  and  half  of  whom  were 
support  personnel.  On  any  given  morning  or  afternoon,  €in  interrogator 
screened  either  individuals  (six  men  sequentially)  or  groups  (either 
one  group  of  12  men  or  three  groups  of  4  men) . 

llie  interrogators  were  permitted  a  maximum  screening  time  of 
fifteen  minutes  per  source,  l.e.,  fifteen  minutes  per  Indivldiial 
Bcreenln*i,  one  hour  per  4-man  group,  and  three  hours  per  12-iBan  group. 
They  were  free  to  use  less  time  if  they  wished  and  In  every  case  did  so. 
Ihey  were  told  ^hat  all  screenings  would  he  tape-recorded. 

The  Interrogators  were  given  complete  information  about  the 
experiment  except  for  the  classification  criterion  (see  Appendix  4). 

At  the  concluslcn  of  the  experiment,  they  were  thoroughly  debriefed, 
and  were  solicited  for  camnents  on  their  reactions  to  the  experiment. 

The  sources,  prior  to  the  screening,  were  told  that  they  were 
simply  to  be  interviewed  and  that  they  would  be  asked  about  their 
training,  duties  and  military  exjjerlence.  They  were  told  to  answer 
honestly  and  to  the  best  of  their  ability.  (The  complete  text  of 
their  briefing  is  given  in  Appendix  5*)  Thus,  it  was  Intended  that 
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BOurcee  be  cooperative.  Sources  who  had  been  screened  were  kept  sepcurate 
froffl  those  waiting  to  be  screened.  At  the  conclusion  of  each  day,  the 
sources  were  debriefed.  (This  text  la  given  in  Appendix  6.)  Both 
their  briefings  and  debriefings  were  given  by  the  xtLlltary  Chief  of 
the  leadership  Unit. 
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CHAPTKl  III 


Resvilts  and  iriBcusslon 

T!".*c>  TireBcntation  and  discussion  of  results  Is  organized  to 
ansvcr  three  questions:  how  screening  accuracy  varied  with  the 
nuaiber  of  sources  screened  aimultaneously,  which  screening  condition 
was  aost  efficient  with  respect  to  tiae,  and,  on  the  basis  of  these 
results,  which  scwenlng  condition  was  njost  effective. 

Question  1.  14as  screening  more  accurate  when  sources  were 
Interviewed  individually.  In  groups  of  U,  or  in  groups  of  12T 

The  nunibei  and  percent  of  sources  correctly  classified  by  the 
interrogators  under  the  three  conditions  are  given  in  Table  1,  below. 

Ja  each  condition,  the  maxlmua  possible  number  of  correct  classifi¬ 
cations  was,  of  coxirse,  $6.  For  example,  of  the  96  sources  screened 
individually  by  the  four  interrogators,  66,  or  69lt,  were  correctly 
classified  as  meeting  or  falling  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  BKt 
(sufficient  knowledge  of  tactics  and  weapons  studied  by  CI^  to  warrant 
interrogation) . 


Table  1 

Number  and  Per  Cent  of  Sources  Correctly  Classified  by 
Interrogators  under  the  Three  Screening  Conditions 


Individual 

U-man 

12 -man 

Total 

66 

79 

TO 

215 

(6911) 

(821t) 

(731t) 

(75lt) 

observations 

may  be  oeuie 

In  regard  to  the 

findings  presented 

In  Table  1.  First,  although  there  Is  room  for  Improvement,  the 


interrogators'  screening  accuracy  was  substantial.  Pure  guessing  would 
result,  on  the  average.  In  50^  accuracy.  However,  the  interrogators 
accurately  c.^nss;' f  led  751^  of  the  sovirces.  (Within  conditions,  the 
accuracy  of  individual  Interrogators  varied  from  62^1  to  96^- ) 

Second,  although  accuracy  was  somewhat  greater  for  the  U-man 

condition,  there  were,  in  fact,  no  signlficart  differences  between 

conditions.  (See  Appendix  7  for  the  Analysis  of  Variance  Summary 

Table  )  While  differences  in  screening  accuracy  tended  in  the  direction 

predicted,  that  is,  the  greatest  screening  accuracy  obtained  for  the 

U-man  condition,  differences  between  conditions  are  not  sufficiently 

1 

reliable  to  conclude  that  genuine  differences  exist. 

Question  2.  Which  screening  condition  was  most  efficient  with 
respect  to  time? 

Table  2,  on  the  following  page,  gives  the  average  number  of  minutes 
spent  by  the  four  interrogators  in  screening  2k  sources  under  each  of 
the  three  conditions.  It  is  readily  apparent  that  the  interrogators 
spent  much  less  time  in  screening  groups  than  they  did  In  screening 
individuals  (See  Appendix  9  for  the  Analysis  of  Variance  Summary 
Table.)  On  the  average,  each  interrogator  screened  2k  sources 


1 

A  description  appears  in  Chapter  II  of  how  a  fined,  check  was  made 
of  the  classification  criterion  by  reviewing  the  tape  recordings  of 
those  screenings  in  which  Interrogators  had  made  erroneous  classi¬ 
fications  of  sources.  The  data  presented  in  Table  1  and  discussed 
in  the  text  include  corrections  made  on  the  basis  of  this  check. 
Uncorrected  data,  l.e.,  with  the  classification  criterion  based 
solelj'  on  the  sources'  Job  assignment  and  participation  in  a  CI^ 
experiment,  are  presented  in  Appendix  8  along  with  an  analysis  of 
those  data.  There  it  can  be  seen  that  the  only  effect  of  the  cor¬ 
rections  was  to  increase  the  number  of  accurate  classifications 
fairly  consistently  across  experimental  conditions. 
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Table  2 


Average  {Amber  of  Minutes  ^)eni  by  Four  Interrogators  In 
Screening  2h  Somtccb  under  Bach  of  Uiree  Conditions 

Individual  U-aan  12 -man 

170  96  83 

individually  in  two  hours  and  50  minutes;  2U  in  U-man  groups  in  one 
hour  and  38  minutes;  and  2l»  in  12-man  groups  in  one  hour  and  23  minutes. 
Both  group  procedures  were  significantly  superior  to  individual  screen¬ 
ing.  Although  the  12-man  groups  required  somewhat  less  time  than  the 
U-nan  groups,  the  difference  between  them  was  not  statistically  signi¬ 
ficant  . 

We  had  predicted  that  time  wovild  decrease  with  increasing  size  of 
group  screened  up  to  a  point — the  point  at  which  size  of  group  became 
unwieldy  from  a  practical  standpoint --and  conjectured  that  this  size 
might  be  about  an  N  of  12.  This  prediction  was  largely  substantiated: 
significantly  less  time  was  required  for  the  4-man  group  than  for 
indivlducJ,8,  and  the  statistical  equivalence  of  the  4-  and  12-nan 
groups  suggests  the  likelihood  of  the  practical  point  of  diminishing 
returns  in  increasing  group  size  lying  somewhere  under  an  N  of  12. 

Question  3*  In  general,  under  what  condlticxi  was  screening  most 
effective  1 

This  question  requires  Joint  consideration  of  the  answers  to  the 
two  preceding  questions.  Since  accuracy  was  essentially  the  same  for 
the  three  screening  conditions,  and  time  was  less  for  the  groups,  it  is 
clear  that  the  most  effective  screening  procedure  was  the  screening  of 
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groups  rather  than  of  Individuals  But  as  to  vhich  site  group  is 
better.  It  nust  be  rerneiabered  that  no  statletlcally  significant 
advantage  accrued  to  either  size  Investigated  in  this  study.  However, 
one  Interrogator  said  he  preferred  the  4 -nan  condition;  the  other  three 
said  they  preferred  the  individual  condition.  Two  of  the  latter 
explicitly  stated  a  dissatisfaction  with  the  12-iBBn  prcoedure  because 
of  the  problems  of  control  and  of  setting  sources  at  ease  In  such 
large  groups.  In  this  way,  the  Interrogators  Indicated  that  they  were 
more  comfortable  screening  the  smaller  groups. 

On  these  bases,  the  4 -man  group  would  appear  to  be  the  more 
desirable  of  the  two  group  sizes 

A  final  word  about  these  results  should  be  added.  As  noted 
earlier,  the  interrogatorc  had  some  difficulty  in  dealing  with  the 
groups  as  groups.  It  could  be  argued  that  their  discojsfort  may  have 
interfered  with  their  screening  efficiency.  However;  their  screening 
accuracy  under  the  group  conditions  was  comparable  to  that  under  tne 
individual  condition.  Ifcvertheless,  It  Is  conceivable  that  a  group 
superiority  on  screening  accurskcy  may  have  been  masked  by  such  6ui 
interference  effect.  It  Is,  therefore,  a  reasonable  hypothesis  that 
interrogators  well  trained  for  the  situation  would  be  more  accurate 
under  group  than  Indl'-ddual  conditions. 


CBAPTER  TV 


Sunanary  end  Conrluslons 


A.  ProMem 

■Rie  pui'pose  of  thlF  experiment  was  to  determine  the  re  dative 
effeotlvenesB  of  three  methods  of  screening  soorces  for  subsequent 
interrogation.  The  three  methods  Inveatlgated  were;  screening  sources 
individually.  In  l+-man  groups  and  in  12-iaan  groups.  The  two  inaices 
of  effectiveness  were;  accuracy  of  the  screening  decisions,  and  the 
ajTOunt  of  time  reqxilred  to  screen  a  given  nurabei  of  sources. 

B.  Hetnod 

Pru!  trained  interrogators  each  screened  24  sources  under 
each  of  rhe  three  screening  procedures,  l.e.,  a  total  of  208  sources 
were  screened. 

The  Interrogators'  mission  was  to  decide  which  of  the  sources 
had  information  about  tactics  and  weapons  studied  by  CDBC  sufficient  to 
warrant  further  interrogation. 

Hie  sources  were  enlisted  men  from  the  Combat  Developments 
Experimentation  Center.  Ihose  men  who  had  line  assignments  while  parti¬ 
cipating  in  a  CDgC  experiment  were  initleLLly  classified  as  "information" 
sources  warranting  further  Interrogation.  All  other  boutccs  were 
classified  as  "no  information"  sources,  "nie  validity  of  the  classifl- 
catloii  criterion  for  sources  erroneously  categorized  by  interrogators 
was  reviewed  by  examining  the  tape  recordlr.gs,  and  revlsluns^pf  the 


classification  criterion  were  mode  where  factual  information  supplied 
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““  t 

in  a  screening  made  it  necessaxy  All  sources  were  Instructed  to 
cooperate  with  the  interrogators. 

C  Results 

1.  The  Interrogators'  screening  accuracy  was  satisfactory. 

They  correctly  classified  75^  of  the  sources,  which  is  substantially 
better  than  the  50^  correct  which  would  be  expected  on  the  average  by 
pure  random  guessing. 

2  Substantial  variation  in  accuracy  existed.  Accuracy 
varied  from  62$  to  ^6$  for  particular  conditions  and  Interrogators. 

3.  Although  tending  toward  what  was  predicted,  none  of  the 
three  screening  procedures  had  a  statiiitically  significant  advantage 
as  far  as  accuracy  was  concerned. 

4.  Interrogators  screened  their  sources  much  more  rapidly  in 
both  group  conditions  than  in  the  individual  condition  However,  the 
group  conditions  did  not  differ  significantly. 

5.  Interrogators  preferred  the  4-man  procedure  to  the  12-man. 

D.  Conclusions 

On  the  basis  of  the  results  of  this  study,  it  may  be  concluded 
that  screening  will  be  enhanced  by  handling  sources  in  4-man  groups 
rather  than  individually.  This  conclusion  is  restricted  to  the  case 
of  cooperative  enlisted  sources,  in  which  the  BgT  approximates  the 
degree  of  specificity  of  that  of  this  study. 
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Appendix  1 


Cl«49siflcatlon  Criterion  of  Job  Aseignmente  as 
Line  or  Support* 


Aid  Vbn 

Aid  Senior  Medic 

Aid  ifen.  Troop 
Aid  Station  Attendant 
Armor* 

Armor,  Ass't.  (PTC)* 

Armor  Military  Specialist  (Scout)* 
Armorer  (Company)* 

Automatic  Rifleman* 

Baker 

Carpenter,  Company 
Chaplain's  Assistant 
Clerk 

Clerk, Classif  and  Assign. 

Clerk,  Company 
Clerk,  Correspondence 
Clerk,  IXLstributlon 
Clerk,  Finance 
Clerk,  Flagging 
Clerk,  Incoming  Itersonnel 
Clerk,  Mall 
Clerk,  IfcU  Alt. 

Clerk,  Maintenance 
Clerk,  Medical 
Clerk,  8 sage  Center 

Clerk,  Parts 
Clerk, 

Clerk,  Personnel 

Clerk,  Personnel  Morning 

Clerk,  Pro  Pay  Section 

Clerk,  S-1 

Clerk,  Supply 

Clerk,  Troop 

Clerk,  lyplst 

Combat  Construction  Specialist* 
Conibat  Demolition  Specialist* 
Commander,  Tank* 

Commander,  Tank,  Ass't.* 


Command  Vehicle  Comnander* 
ConniD  Chief* 

Commo  Section* 

Comptroller 
Ccmputer  F.D.C.* 

Cook 

Corpsisan,  Hospital 
Courts  and  Boards  NCO 
Itemolltlons  Expert* 
Dispatcher 

Dispatcher,  Ump.  Cent.  Op. 
Driver 

Driver,  106RR* 

Driver,  MII3* 

Driver,  l/k  ton 
Driver,  3/U’  truck 
Driver,  Ambulance 
Driver,  Jeep 
Driver,  Light  Truck 
Driver,  Med.  Jeep 
Driver,  Personnel  Carrier* 
Driver,  Sco\rt* 

Driver,  Scout  Jeep* 

Driver,  Staff 
Driver,  Supply 
Driver,  Tank* 

Driver,  Truck 
Duty  Soldier 
Fire  Marshal 

General  Supply  Specialist 
Generator  Operator 
Grenadier* 

Gunner* 

Gunner,  Tank* 

Gunner,  k,2  Mortar* 

Gunner,  8l  mm* 

Hotel  Barracks  Sgt. 

Leader ,  Ass 't .  Squad* 


* 

An  asterisk  following  a  Job  assignment  designates  a  line  classification. 
Those  assignments  without  asterisks  were  considered  support. 


Appendix  1  (Continued) 


LeEider,  Asst.  Squad  Scout* 

Leader,  Ass't.  Sqviad  (Trans.  Platoon) 
Leeuier,  Fire  Team* 

Leader,  Scout  Section* 

Leader,  Section* 

Leader,  Section  -  Radar 
Leader,  Section  (8l  mm)* 

Leader,  Squad* 

Leader,  Squad  (8l  mortar)* 

Leader,  Squad,  Scout  Section* 

Leader,  Squad  (Trans.  Platoon) 

Leader,  Iteam* 

Loader,  Tank* 

Jbchine  Gunner* 

Ibchlne  Gunner  Ass't.* 

Jfcchanic 

Mechanic,  Artillery  Track  and  Wheel 

Mechanic,  fiigineer 

Mechanic,  Track 

Mechanic,  Wheel 

Medical  Evacuation  Team 

Medical  Section  Sgt. 

Martar  Crewman* 

Motor  Sgt. 

Observer* 

Observer,  Forward* 

Observer,  Forward  (8l  mm)* 

Observer,  Scout* 

Ifcrsonnel  Admin.  Specialist 
Biarmaclst,  Ass't.  (Edspensary) 
Pioneer* 

PIO  Specialist 
Platoon  Sgt.  Aggressor* 

Platoon  Sgt.  (Ml  Company)* 

Pawerman 
Radar  Operator 
Radar  Technical  Crew  Chief 
Radio  Chief* 

Radio  Mechanic,  Sr. 

Radio  Operator* 

Radio  Operator  (Intermediate  Speed)* 


Radio  Operator -PCIO 

Radio  Operator  (Pit,  Connio.)* 

Radio  Operator,  Table  Console* 

Radio  Repairman 

Radio  Repairman,  Ass't. 

Radio  Team  Chief* 

Radio  Teletype  Operator 
Radio  Teletype  Team  Chief* 
Regimental  Maintenance  NCO 
Rifleman* 

Rifleman,  Senior* 

Scout  light  Driver* 

Staff  Chemical.  NCO 
Stoveman  and  Fuel  Repairman 
Supply  Sgt. 

Supply  and  Weapon  Room 
Switchboard  Operator 
Tanker* 

Trainee,  Personnel  Specialist 
Training  NCO* 

Training  NCO,  Ass't.* 

Utility  NCO 
Utility  Repair  Work 
Wire  Chief,  Brigade* 

Wlreman* 

Wlreman,  Field* 

Wlreman,  Sr . * 


Appendix  2 


Coopeneon  of  "Inf orafttioo "  and  "Bo  Infomatloa"  Sources' 
Self -Ratings  of  Knowledge  aboiit  Tactics  and  Weapons 


Sources  were  asked  to  rate  themselves  on  the  following  two  items, 
which  were  preceded  by  these  instrucTlons;  "In  your  work  with  ODBC, 
you  have  learned  about  many  things,  (ki  the  lines  below,  circle  the 
words  which  most  closely  describe  how  much  you  know  about  weapons  suod 
tactics  stxidied  by  COBC.  " 


nothing 
very  little 
I  know  something 

quite  a  bit 
a  great  deal 


aboirt  weapons  studied  by  CISC 


nothing 
very  little 
I  know  something 

quite  a  bit 
a  great  deal 


about  tactics  studied  by  CQBC 


Frequency  Distributions  of  Sources' 
Self-Ratings  of  Knowledge* 

Self-Ratings 


W 

e 

a 

P 

o 

n 

i. 

T 

a 

c 

t 

1 

c 

&. 


Sources 

nothing 

very 

little 

Bome- 

tblm 

qviite 
a  bit 

a  great 
deal 

Total 

"Information" 

7 

21 

37 

21 

5 

91 

"No  Information" 

59 

5k 

33 

9 

k 

159  1 

"Information" 

"Ro  Information" 


9 

71 


2k 

36 

18 

4 

91 

k9 

27 

6 

1 

154 

^Pooling  the  two  extreme  categories  in  each  case  yielded  X^=^.27, 
df=2,  P<  .01  for  "weapons",  and  df=2,  P<  .01  for  "tactics." 
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Appendix  3 

Number  of  "Information"  Soiorces  Under  Bich  Sxperlmental  Condition 


Scores  are  ty^e  nunfcer  of  aources  experl a<»ntallv  classified  as 
having  sufficient  Irifonaation  to  warrant  Interrogation  Iliesc  classi¬ 
fications  were  based  on  the  final  check  by  revlewlzig  recordings  of  those 
screenings  where  Interrogator  classification  differed  from  the  classi¬ 
fication  criterion  and  making  corrections  as  was  necessary. 

Maximum  possible  number  for  each  interrogator  under  eenh  condition 


Technique 


0o\irce 


Analysis  of  Variance  Summary  Table 


Order 

1  -75  'r 

1 

n 

1 

1 

.24  [ 

RS 

Error 

i  6.17  ; 

1  ! 

2 

1  3.08 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Technique 

1  .61  1 

2 

.  -s'* 

1 

.15  1 

N3 

Tech  X  Order' 74.00  ! 

1  1 

2 

1  37.00 

1 

1 

15.88  1 

<.05 

Error 

2 

I  9.33  i 

4 

1  2.33 

1 

1 

1 

Total 

190.92  . 

11 

1 

> 

1 

1 

— i_ 

Appendix  U 

Instructions  for  Interrogators 


At  this  tine  I'd  like  to  tell  you  In  greater  detail  Just  how  the 
research  will  proceed.  Hie  program  will  run  four  consecutive  days. 

On  each  of  these  days  each  of  you  will  see  18  men.  Bach  day,  some, 
hut  not  eOJl,  of  these  men  will  have  valuable  military  Information  of 
a  kind  and  la  a  quantity  which  woxild  ordinarily  warrant  their  being 
iaterrogated,  at  least  at  a  low  tactlcsLl  level.  It  will  be  your  Job, 
lining  whatever  ochnlques  you  care  to  employ,  to  decide,  on  the  basis 
of  their  having  Information  on  weapons  and  tactics  studied  by  Combat 
Developoenta  Experimentation  Center,  which  men  you  ns  a  screener  would 
send  on  for  interrogation,  you  will  get  no  feedback  on  the  accuracy  of 
your  classifications  until  the  end  of  the  experiment. 

On  different  occasions  -  and  these  will  be  specified  in  advance' 
to  you  -  you  will  screen  under  varying  conditions.  Ibat  is,  at  soiije 
times  you  will  see  men  individually,  at  other  times  you  will  see  men 
in  groups  of  four,  and  at  still  other  times.  In  groups  of  12.  TSie  men 
you  see  will  all  be  cooperative  and  wl.U.  answer  your  questions  as  beet 
they  can.  Ihey  will  not,  of  course,  be  fl^e  to  reveal  classified  infor* 
nation  to  you. 

As  I  said  before,  you  will  be  free  to  use  any  approach  you  like. 
However,  there  are  two  restrictions.  First,  when  you  are  ucreenlog 
men  in  groups,  you  may  not  proceed  as  If  it  were  a  series  of  Indlvldup.''. 
screenings.  That  Is,  you  cannot  deal  with  the  men  In  groups,  sequent la'Jy, 
on  an  individual  basis.  Secondly,  you  may  not  ask  men  to  identify  which 
other  men  they  know. 

You  will  be  edloved  up  to  15  minutes  with  each  man.  In  the  case  of 
If-man  groups,  this  means  up  to  a.  hour,  or  with  12-iiian  groups  up  to 
three  hours.  You  may  spend  less  time  if  you  choose;  these  are  simply 
the  maximum  times  which  will  be  available  to  you. 

All  of  the  screenings  will  be  tape  recorded  and  some  of  them  will 
be  monitored  by  television.  When  you  have  come  to  a  decision,  indicate 
this  in  your  conversation  If  you  haven't  already  done  so,  and  release 
your  source  or  groups  of  sources,  by  sending  them  out  to  the  porch.  If 
you  want  to  take  a  break  between  sources.  Just  say  so  and  the  tape 
operator  will  have  your  next  source  delayed.  You  will  be  cued  over 
the  intercom  5  minutes  before  the  time  is  up  and  at  the  end  of  your 
allotted  time  period  by  a  tapping  sound  over  the  speaker. 

After  you  release  a  source  or  group  of  sources,  you  will  indicate 
your  decision,  your  confidence  in  your  decision,  and  your  reasons  for 
the  decision  on  forms  that  we  will  provide  for  you. 
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Appei^ix  U 


(contlniied) 


In  Bum>  *vhen,  you  will  see  l8  men  a  day  for  each  of  four  days, 
aooe  tsen  Individually,  others  In  groups  of  four  or  12.  You  may  take 
up  to  15  minutes  with  each  person,  or  a  proportional  time  when  you 
have  groups,  to  come  to  a  decision,  by  any  method  or  teciinique  you 
choose,  as  to  whether  etu^h  man  does  or  does  not  have  military  infor¬ 
mation  In  sufficient  quantity  of  sufficient  value  to  warrant  inter¬ 
rogation.  And  you  will  be  asked  to  describe  whatever  reasons  you  have 
for  your  decisions. 

Do  you  have  any  questions  about  procedure  T  You  will  be  completely 
debriefed  after  the  experiment  about  the  research. 
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Appendix  5 


Instructions  for  Sources 
(Given  by  Lt,  Col.  Green) 

(morning  ) 

Good  (afternoon),  gentlemen.  I  am  Col.  Green,  Military  Chief  of 
the  Human  Research  Unit  here  at  the  Presidio,  which  does  research  for 
the  Amy.  You  are  taking  part  today  in  a  research  program  designed 
to  Investigate  interview  techniques  and  Interrogator  skill.  You  are 
not  being  tested  or  evaluated  In  any  way  and  your  performance  here 
will  have  no  bearing  on  your  career  In  the  Army.  You  are  8lng)ly  to 
cooperate  with  the  Interviewers.  Hiey  vlU  probably  ask  you  a  variety 
of  questions,  for  example,  what  training  you  have  had,  what  your  duties 
are,  what  weapons  you  have  worked  on.  Answer  honestly  and  to  the  best 
of  your  ability.  However,  If  you  have  any  classified  information,  do 
not  discuss  it.  You  are  to  observe  your  ordinary  security  regxHations 
at  all  tin«B.  The  interrogators  know  this  and  will  not  attempt  to 
obtain  classified  information  from  you.  One  further  exception  is 
that  you  are  not  to  identify  men  yx>u  know  or  work  with  as  such.  FOr 
example,  if  you  should  be  asked  who  in  the  group  worked  on  a  particular 
weapon  with  you,  simply  say  you  cannot  answer.  Hie  Interrogators  should 
not  ask  you  such  a  question,  but  if  they  do,  simply  say  you  cannot  tell 
them.  Otherwise,  please  be  completely  cooperative  with  them. 

Scane  of  you  will  be  interviewed  individually,  some  of  you  in  groups 
of  four,  and  seme  of  you  in  groups  of  12.  1516  intei*viewB  will  vary  In 

length  -  some  will  last  longer  than  others.  You  may  notice  microphones 
in  the  interview  rooms.  AH  of  the  interviews  will  be  tape  recorded  so 
that  they  may  be  analyzed  for  research  purposes.  Only  the  research 
staff  will  have  access  to  these  records,  and  you  will  not  be  identified 
as  individuals. 

When  you  have  all  been  interviewed,  there  will  be  a  debriefing,  at 
which  time  we'll  answer  any  questions  you  may  have  about  the  research. 
After  the  debriefing,  you  will  retiu-n  to  Port  Qrd,  In  time  for  chow.  At 
this  time,  however,  do  you  have  any  questions  about  what  you  are  to  dot 
Remember, .you  are  not  being- tested  In  any  way.  Simply  cooperate  with 
the  Interrogators  as  best  you  can.  However,  do  not  discuss  classified 
material  -  the  Interrogators  will  not  attempt  to  have  you  do  so  -  and 
do  not  identify  people  you  know  or  work  with. 

Pvt.  Case,  here,  will  be  handling  administrative  detail.  He  will 
direct  you  to  the  Interviews,  which  will  take  place  in  the  building  at 
the  foot  of  the  hill.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  interviews,  you  will 
return  to  this  building.  When  you  return  here  you  are  to  remain  sepa¬ 
rate  from  those  who  have  yet  to  be  interviewed.  You  are  to  stay  at 
this  end  of  the  building.  Those  of  you  who  are  waiting  to  be  inter¬ 
viewed  will  remain  in  the  far  end  of  the  building  near  the  door.  Before 
and  mfter  your  interviews,  you  will  be  free  to,  read,  play  cards,  and 
watch  TV. 
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Debrief  las  Sources 

(Given  by  Z;t.Col.  Green) 


Bow  that  we  are  all  finished  for  this  sesaion,  I'd  like  to  thank 
you  very  nach  for  your  cooperation.  Ihe  research  we  are  doing  cn 
efficiency  of  interviewing  techniques  has  to  do  with  the  relative 
effectlvenese  of  different  kinds  of  techniques  used  rnder  different 
conditions,  specifically  under  the  conditions  of  various  group  sizes  • 
individual,  four-  or  twelve -man  groups. 

Ihls  work  is  concerned  with  how  group  size  affects  the  acqui¬ 
sition  of  kinds  and  aocimts  of  Infonaation  obtained.  We  realize 
that,  depending  on  scheduling,  sooe  of  you  have  had  waiting  periods 
of  sooe  length,  which  we  tried  to  make  as  pleasant  as  possible  for 
you.  We  appreciate  your  patience  and  cooperation. 


Appendix  7  (continued) 

Individual  Comjparlaons  (Scheff/'e  RMcedure) 
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Ajipendlx  8  (continued) 

Individual  Conparlsons  (Scheff^'s  Procedure) 


Appendix  9 

Analysis  of  "Time  In  Screening"  Scores 


Scores  are  the  total  number  of  minutes  spent  by  each  Interrogator 
under  each  condition  Interviewing  2k  sources.  At  15  minutes  per  source, 
the  maximum  permissible  time  per  Interrogator,  under  each  condition, 
was  360  minutes. 
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Appendix  9  (continued) 


Individual  Caqparlsons  (Scheff^'e  ftrocedure) 
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